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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This office action is in response to the amendment filed 1 1/20/2007. 



2. 



Claims 1 and 15-42 were amended. 



3. 



Claims 1-42 are pending in this office action. 



Response to Amendment 



4. The substitute specification filed 1 1/20/2007 is accepted by the examiner. 

5. The examiner withdraws the objection to the specification. 

6. The examiner withdraws the rejection of claims 1 and 15-42 under 35 USC 112, 
second paragraph, for containing the trademark/trade name Infiniband. Applicant has 
provided sufficient explanation in the remarks filed # 1 1/20/2007 in regards to 
INFINIBAND having been adopted by the art as a term having a specific meaning. 
Particularly, the examiner refers to applicant's specification, paragraph [0024] for the 
specific meaning. 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/20/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The grounds of rejection presented in the 08/27/2007 office action are 
in part updated in light of the amendment and reflect a new rationale of obviousness. 
Additionally, any new grounds of rejection presented in this office action were 
necessitated by applicant's amendment. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-3, 6-9, 11-13, 29-31, 34-37 and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

' 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,941 ,350 by Frazier et al. (hereinafter 
Frazier) in view of InfiniBand Architecture Specification Volume 1 Release 1.1 published 
November 6, 2002 and provided through applicant's IDS submitted 09/30/2003 
(hereinafter IBA Specification). 

10. With respect to claims 1 and 29, Frazier teaches a method (and corresponding 
InfiniBand architecture node), comprising: 

providing an subnet architecture having a plurality of nodes (Col. 3 lines 13-43, 
Col. 4 lines 3-1 1 and Col. 8 lines 32-44: SAN with plurality of nodes forming multiple 
subnets), wherein each of the plurality of nodes has a priority value and a globally 
unique identifier (Col. 9 lines 17-30 and Col. 10 lines 20-38: priorities and globally 
unique identification - GUID); 

providing each of the plurality of nodes with a subnet manager (Col. 8 lines 38- 

44; 

ranking each of the plurality of nodes according to the priority value and the 
globally unique identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38: ranking can use both priority and guid); 
and 
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selecting if the subnet manager is included in a set of standby subnet managers 
based on the priority value and the globally unique identifier of each of the plurality of 
nodes (Col. 10 lines 20-38 and Col. 11 lines 49-64: selection can use both priority and 
guid). 

Frazier does not explicitly disclose the subnet architecture is an Infiniband 
architecture subnet. IBA Specification describes the Infiniband architecture subnet as 
an interconnect technology for interconnecting processor nodes and I/O nodes to form a 
system area network (Page 54, section 1.2). Further, Infiniband architecture supports 
complexy system area networks consisting of multiple independent and clustered hosts 
and I/O components (Page 56, section 1.3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the method disclosed by Frazier and modify it as indicated 
by IBA Specifiation such that the subnet architecture is an Infiniband architecture 
subnet. One would be motivated to have this as such an architecture would be 
beneficial to the system area network of Frazier (In Frazier: Col. 3 lines 13-43, Col. 4 
lines 3-11 and Col. 8 lines 32-44) and (In IBA Specification page 55-56: 1.2.3 - 1.3). 

Additionally, while Frazier teaches that there may be multiple subnet managers 
per subnet (Frazier: Col. 9 lines 51-65), Frazier does not explicitly disclose providing a 
subnet manager within each of the plurality of nodes of the subnet. However, it is 
implied by Frazier's suggestion of having multiple subnet managers that any number of 
subnet managers may be used, including one for each of the plurality of the nodes in 
the subnet. Frazier's invention specifically provides support for multiple subnet 
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managers (Frazier: Col. 10 lines 20-58). Because Frazier suggests multiple subnet 
managers can be used and provides a support for multiple subnet managers, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art to substitute any number of subnet 
managers for the subnet, including one for each of the plurality of nodes, for the 
predictable result of providing redundancy (See for example Col. 10 lines 7-19 of 
Frazier). 

11 . With respect to claims 2 and 30, Frazier further teaches wherein selecting 
comprises selecting if the subnet manager is included in the set of standby subnet 
managers up to a limit value (Col. 12 lines 9-19). 

12. With respect to claims 3 and 31 , Frazier further teaches wherein ranking each of 
the plurality of nodes comprises ranking each of the plurality of nodes from a highest 
priority value to a lowest priority value, and wherein if the priority value for a first node is 
identical to the priority value of a second node, further ranking the first node and the 
second node from a lowest globally unique identifier to a highest globally unique 
identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

13. With respect to claims 6 and 34, Frazier further teaches wherein ranking each of 
the plurality of nodes comprises ranking each of the plurality of nodes from a lowest 
priority value to a highest priority value, and wherein if the priority value for a first node 
is identical to the priority value of a second node, further ranking the first node and the 
second node from a highest globally unique identifier to a lowest globally unique 
identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 
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14. With respect to claims 7 and 35, Frazier further teaches wherein selecting 
comprises selecting the subnet manager to be included in the set of standby subnet 
managers by selecting the subnet manager from each of the plurality of nodes with a 
lowest set of priority values (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

15. With respect to claims 8 and 36, Frazier further teaches wherein selecting 
comprises selecting the subnet manager to be included in the set of standby subnet 
managers by selecting the subnet manager from each of the plurality of nodes with a 
highest set of globally unique identifiers (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

16. With respect to claims 9 and 37, Frazier further teaches wherein ranking each of 
the plurality of nodes comprises ranking each of the plurality of nodes from a highest 
priority value to a lowest priority value, and wherein if the priority value for a first node is 
identical to the priority value of a second node, further ranking the first node and the 
second node from a highest globally unique identifier to a lowest, globally unique 
identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

17. With respect to claims 1 1 and 39, Frazier further teaches wherein selecting 
comprises selecting the subnet manager to be included in the set of standby subnet 
managers by selecting the subnet manager from each of the plurality of nodes with a 
highest set of globally unique identifiers (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

18. With respect to claims 12 and 40, Frazier further teaches wherein ranking each 
of the plurality of nodes comprises ranking each of the plurality of nodes from a lowest 
priority value to a highest priority value, and wherein if the priority value for a first node 
is identical to the priority value of a second node, further ranking the first node and the 
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second node from a. lowest globally unique identifier to a highest globally unique 
identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

19. With respect to claims 1 3 and 41 , Frazier further teaches wherein selecting 
comprises selecting the subnet manager to be included in the set of standby subnet 
managers by selecting the subnet manager from each of the plurality of nodes with a 
lowest set of priority values (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

20. Claims 4, 5, 10, 14, 32, 33, 38 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Frazier in view of IBA Specification and in further view of U.S. 
Patent 6,519,660 by Rooney (Rooney). 

21. With respect to claims 4 and 10 and 32 and 38, Frazier does not explicitly teach 
wherein selecting comprises selecting the subnet manager to be included in the set of 
standby subnet managers by selecting the subnet manager from each of the plurality of 
nodes with a highest set of priority values as Frazier instead uses the lowest set of 
priority values (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

Rooney demonstrates how one can either use a highest to lowest or lowest to 
highest selection in a priority selection scheme, as it is essentially a matter of design 
choice (Col. 16 lines 31-49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the method 
disclosed by Frazier in view of IBA specification and modify it as indicated by Rooney 
such that it further comprises wherein selecting comprises selecting the subnet 
manager to be included in the set of standby subnet managers by selecting the subnet 
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manager from each of the plurality of nodes with a highest set of priority values. Using 
the highest values instead of the lowest values is a matter of design choice. 

22. With respect to claim 5 and 14 and 33 and 42, Frazier does not explicitly disclose 
wherein selecting comprises selecting the subnet manager to be included in the set of 
standby subnet managers by selecting the subnet manager from each of the plurality of 
nodes with a lowest set of globally unique identifiers as Frazier instead uses the highest 
set of globally unique identifiers (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

Rooney demonstrates how one can either use a highest to lowest or lowest to 
highest selection in a priority selection scheme, as it is essentially a matter of design 
choice (Col. 16 lines 31-49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the method 
disclosed by Frazier in view of IBA specification and modify it as indicated by Rooney 
such that it further comprises wherein selecting comprises selecting the subnet 
manager to be included in the set of standby subnet managers by selecting the subnet 
manager from each of the plurality of nodes with a lowest set of globally unique 
identifiers. Using the lowest values instead of the highest values is a matter of design 
choice. 

23. Claims 18, 19, 24 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frazier in view of Rooney. 

24. With respect to claims 18 and 24, Frazier does not explicitly disclose wherein the 
subnet manager is selected from each of the plurality of nodes with a highest set of 
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priority values as Frazier instead uses the lowest set of priority values (Col. 10 lines 20- 
38). 

Rooney demonstrates how one can either use a highest to lowest or lowest to 
highest selection in a priority selection scheme, as it is essentially a matter of design 
choice (Col. 16 lines 31-49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the subbet 
disclosed by Frazier and modify it as indicated by Rooney such that it further comprises 
wherein the subnet manager is selected from each of the plurality of nodes with a 
highest set of priority values. Using the highest values instead of the lowest values is a 
matter of design choice. 

25. With respect to claim 1 9 and 28, Frazier does not explicitly disclose wherein the 
subnet manager is selected from each of the plurality of nodes with a lowest set of 
globally unique identifiers as Frazier instead uses the highest set of globally unique 
identifiers (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

Rooney demonstrates how one can either use a highest to lowest or lowest to 
highest selection in a priority selection scheme, as it is essentially a matter of design 
choice (Col. 16 lines 31-49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the method 
disclosed by Frazier and modify it as indicated by Rooney such that it further comprises 
wherein selecting comprises selecting the subnet manager to be included in the set of 
standby subnet managers by selecting the subnet manager from each of the plurality of 
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nodes with a lowest set of globally unique identifiers. Using the lowest values instead of 
the highest values is a matter of design choice. 

26. Claim15-17, 20-23 and 25-27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,941,350 by Frazier et al. (Frazier). 

27. With respect to claims 15, an InfiniBand architecture subnet, comprising: 

a plurality of nodes (Col. 3 lines 13-43, Col. 4 lines 3-1 1 and Col. 8 lines 32-44), 
wherein each of the plurality of nodes has a priority value and a globally unique 
identifier (Col. 9 lines 17-30 and Col. 10 lines 20-38: priorities and globally unique 
identification - GUID); 

a set of standby subnet managers (Col. 8 lines 38-44); and 

a subnet manager for each of the plurality of nodes (Col. 8 lines 38-44), wherein 
the plurality of nodes are ranked according to the priority value and the globally unique 
identifier; and wherein, the subnet manager within each of the plurality of nodes is 
selected to be included in the set of standby subnet managers based on the priority 
value and the globally unique identifier of each of the plurality of nodes (Col. 1 0 lines 
20-38 and Col. 1 1 lines 49-64: selection can use both priority and guid). 

While Frazier teaches that there may be multiple subnet managers per subnet 
(Frazier: Col. 9 lines 51-65), Frazier does not explicitly disclose that a subnet manager 
is included within each of the plurality of nodes of the subnet. However, it is implied by 
Frazier's suggestion of having multiple subnet managers that any number of subnet 
managers may be used, including one for each of the plurality of the nodes in the 
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subnet. Frazier's invention specifically provides support for multiple subnet managers 
(Frazier: Col. 10 lines 20-58). Because Frazier suggests multiple subnet managers can 
be used and provides a support for multiple subnet managers, it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to substitute any number of subnet managers for the 
subnet, including one for each of the plurality of nodes, for the predictable result of 
providing redundancy (See for example Col. 10 lines 7-19 of Frazier). 

28. With respect to claim 16, Frazier further teaches wherein the subnet manager 
within each of the plurality of nodes is selected to be included in the set of standby 
subnet managers up to a limit value (Col. 12 lines 9-19). 

29. With respect to claim 17, Frazier further teaches wherein the plurality of nodes 
comprise a first node and a second node, wherein each of the plurality of nodes is 
ranked from a highest priority value to a lowest priority value, and wherein if the priority 
value for the first node is identical to the priority value of the second node, the first node 
and the second node are further ranked from a lowest globally unique identifier to a 
highest globally unique identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

30. With respect to claim 20, Frazier further teaches wherein the plurality of nodes 
comprise a first node and a second node, wherein each of the plurality of nodes is 
ranked from a lowest priority value to a highest priority value, and wherein if the priority 
value for the first node is identical to the priority value of the second node, the first node 
and the second node are further ranked from a highest globally unique identifier to a 
lowest globally unique identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 
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31 . With respect to claims 21 , Frazier further teaches wherein the subnet manager is 
selected from each of the plurality of nodes with a lowest set of priority values (Col. 10 
lines 20-38). 

32. With respect to claims 22, Frazier further teaches wherein the subnet manager is 
selected from each of the plurality of nodes with a highest set of globally unique 
identifiers (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

33. With respect to claims 23, Frazier further teaches wherein the plurality of nodes 
comprise a first node and a second node, wherein each of the plurality of nodes is 
ranked from a highest priority value to a lowest priority value, and wherein if the priority 
value for the first node is identical to the priority value of the second node, the first node 
and the second node are further ranked from a highest globally unique identifier to a 
lowest globally unique identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

34. With respect to claims 25, Frazier further teaches wherein the subnet manager is 
selected from each of the plurality of nodes with a highest set of globally unique 
identifiers (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 

35. With respect to claims 26, Frazier further teaches wherein the plurality of nodes 
comprise a first node and a second node, wherein each of the plurality of nodes is 
ranked from a lowest priority value to a highest priority value, and wherein if the priority 
value for the first node is identical to the priority value of the second node, the first node 
and the second node are further ranked from a lowest globally unique identifier to a 
highest globally unique identifier (Col. 10 lines 20-38). 
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36. With respect to claims 27, Frazier further teaches wherein the subnet manager is 
selected from each of the plurality of nodes with a lowest set of priority values (Col- 10 
lines 20-38). 

Conclusion 

37. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Lazaro whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3986. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on 571-272-4006. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



David Lazaro 
January 30, 2008 




